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Quangping Wang, a native and citizen of China, petitions for review of the
Board of Immigration Appeals’ order summarily affirming an immigration judge’s

(“1J") order denying his application for asylum and withholding of removal. To
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the extent we have jurisdiction, it is conferred by 8 U.S.C. § 1252. We review
adverse credibility findings for substantial evidence, Chebchoub v. INS 257 F.3d
1038, 1042 (9th Cir. 2001), and we dismissin part and deny in part the petition for
review.

We lack jurisdiction to review the |J s order denying Wang's asylum
application as untimely. See Ramadan v. Gonzales, 427 F.3d 1218, 1222 (9th Cir.
2005) (holding that the Court lacks jurisdiction to review the agency’s
determination that an asylum application was not filed within one year after the
last entry into the United States).

The IJ denied withholding of removal on the ground that Wang was not
credible. The record does not compel a contrary conclusion. See Chebchoub, 257
F.3d at 1042. First, Wang's testimony regarding the nature of the injuries he
inflicted upon afamily planning official was internally inconsistent and
inconsi stent with his application. Seeid. at 1043 (explaining that one material
inconsi stency can be sufficient to support an adverse credibility determination).
Second, Wang' s testimony regarding the nature of the injury he sustained during
his arrest at a demonstration was inconsistent with his application. Seeid. ThelJ
adequately considered Wang' s explanati ons regarding these discrepancies. See

Wang v. INS, 352 F.3d 1250, 1256-57 (9th Cir. 2003) (upholding 1J's



determination that petitioner’ s explanation for inconsistency was unlikely).

In the absence of credible testimony, Wang failed to demonstrate digibility
for withholding of removal. See Farah v. Ashcroft, 348 F.3d 1153, 1156 (9th Cir.
2003).

PETITION FOR REVIEW DISMISSED in part; DENIED in part.



